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1. Introduction

Honorification in Korean falls along two dimensions, as ipal@ese. The basic example in (1)a has
counterparts with an honorific subject (b), politeness &hbarer (c), and both (d):

(1) a. ku salam-i ka-ss-ta
that persorNOM go-PAST-DECL
‘That person went.

b. ku pwun-i ka-si-ess-ta
that persorffON)-NOM go-HON-PAST-DECL

c. ku salam-i ka-ss-upni-ta
that persorNOM go-PAST-POL-DECL

d.  ku pwun-i ka-si-ess-upni-ta
that persorffON)-NOM go-HON-PAST-POL-DECL

These types are sometimes known as the ‘performative’ typeqtification to hearer) and the ‘propo-
sitional’ type (honorification to a clause-internal argumesuch as the subject), following Harada
(1976). In this paper we will only be concerned with the ‘prsipional’ type of honorification, using
the term ‘target’ to indicate the referent of the clausabiargnt which is linguistically honored. The
relevant honorific forms in (1) are the suppletive honoribicnpwunand the verbal suffigu)siwhich
marks honorification of the subject.

Roughly speaking, honoring an argument recognizes thaiatiget has some social superiority
in the speech context. Depending on the particular expmestiis may be achieved by raising the
target above the speaker or hearer (honorification), or Wwerdimg the speaker relative to the target
(humilification). Looking at the grammars of the languagesaavhole, both Korean and Japanese
appear to have both honorific and humilific forms (see Marti@76, 1992), among many others).
Non-subject honorific forms in particular may be of the huiigitype (see section 4 below).

1.1. Previous approaches to honorification

Argument honorification has been analyzed by some resagarab@n instance of agreement between
a verb and the argument as a syntactic phenomenon analagsubjéct-verb agreement for person
and number, or other features, familiar from Indo-Europgaaguages (Ahn (2002), Koopman (2005),

*We owe many thanks to Shin-Sook Kim for assistance and itsigigarding several of the crucial examples here,
to Chris Potts for comments on the nature and details of thiysis, and to Young-Key Kim-Renaud for comments on an
earlier draft. This version of August 5, 2006 is a revised elatborated version of a paper entitled ‘Honorification inmdam
as Expressive Meaning’ which appeardiorean Linguisticsl3, 2006, pp. 167-195.



Hasegawa (2005), Toribio (1990), Ura (1993); Namai (200f@rs a dissenting view). Following this
analogy, these syntactic views typically assume that thgestihas some honorific feature specifica-
tion which the verb inherits. Harada’s (1976) ‘object hofication’ has also been treated on a par
with syntactic object-agreement, and in fact has recemnkargued to have an empirically verifiable
syntactic component by Boeckx and Niinuma (2004) for Japanehich has a much wider system of
non-subject honorification than Korean.

A different tradition of analysis has recognized the rati@n-syntactic nature of honorification
and has treated it as a pragmatic phenomenon. In the gemeclitdrature, several proposals within
the Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) frameimgplrticular have analyzed honori-
fication solely in terms of constraints on context (such as H®91), Park (1992), Pollard and Sag
(1994), Lee (1996), Choi (2003)); the recent account of Kimd #ang (2005) treats honorification as
also having a formal syntactic aspect. The HPSG analysapeadiify that each honorific item intro-
duces contraints on its referent, or the subject’s refdretite case of an honorific verb, which have
to unify. This also follows the standard treatment of Inda@pean subject-verb agreement in terms
of unification of the subject’s information and the verb'oiration (see Pollard and Sag (1994)),
though it moves the locus of agreement from the syntax or sgosao the pragmatics.

In the syntactic treatments of honorification, featurasegbairs [HON +] and [HON-] are typ-
ically introduced, if any explicit analysis is given, to cheterize the elements that may enter into
‘agreement’ with each other. For examida-si-tais the [HON +] form of ‘go’ andka-ta is the
[HON —] form. The pragmatic treatments have similarly posited ppasition, in whichka-si-ta
means that the relation of the referent of the subject beicgally superior to the speaker holds in
the context of utterance, akad-tameans that the relation does not hold. Some analyses havesdll
three values for [HON], with a third ‘unspecified’ @ny value (e.g., Yun (1991), Kim and Yang
(2005)). For example, the subject in (2)a might be treatefiH@N +]; if so, the subject in (2)b is
[HON anyj, and the subject in (2)c is [HON:

(2) a. sensayng-nim-i ka-si-ess-ta
teacherHON-NOM go-HON-PAST-DECL

b. sensayng-i ka-si-ess-ta
teache™NOM go-HON-PAST-DECL

c. koyangi-ka ka-(*si-)ess-ta
catNOM go-(*HON-)PAST-DECL

The reasoning here is thatdensayng-ninn (2)a is [HON +], then the subject in (2)b should not be
specified in that way, for it precisely lacks the honorific mgmt-nim. Nevertheless, this bare form
is compatible with the honorific verb, unlike the non-humabjectkoyangiin (2)c. Hence (2)b is
treated as having a [HOB&NY] subject and a [HON +] verb; these specifications may unifiy the
example is well-formed. Note that, strictly speaking, &hixno agreement between the subject and
verb, as the subject has no value DN to pass on to the verbThis lack of verifiable agreement
features on the subject is a problem facing many previougusts, as we detail below, especially in
section 3.1.

lwith regard to the claim of Boeckx and Niinuma (2004) that-sobject honorification in Japanese is ‘object agree-
ment’, Bobaljik and Yatsushiro (2006) offer several argatsavhy this is a (syntactic) miscategorization.

2More specifically, the unification of non-conflicting feagsris a central part of the account of agreement in non-
transformational approaches, as opposed to ‘specifiedréeédr value) copying’ (a.k.a. ‘feature valuation’), mostently
manifest in the notion of Agree in Minimalist syntax (e.ghdnsky (2000)).



In this paper we offer an outline of an analysis of honorifaratvhich treats it as a privative spec-
ification: essentially, only the positive values mentioabdve exist. We argue that there should be no
notions like ‘non-honorific form’, due in part to a considéoa of the nature of honorification, which
we address directly. This is the main point that we wish toendk addition, we will present con-
siderable evidence for the view that honorification is a jpineenon which has very little in common
with canonical subject-verb agreement. In fact, the imttgtions of honorific marking on a noun
phrase and of subject honorific marking on a verb are diftersm it would be quite surprising for
there to be a grammatical condition of agreement betwegecdnd verb. Additionally, it is simply
impossible to provide a coherent system of feature spetiditéor nouns and verbs which applies to
the full range of data. The reason for this is that honorificats not a binary-valued property, but is
a linearly variable one. We briefly introduce this point ie flollowing subsection.

1.2. Expressive meaning

Honorification is fundamentally an ‘expressive derivatiis=e Beard (1995), Volpe (2005)), part of
the expressive content of an utterance, which is preserarallpl to its regular proposition content
(see Cruse (1986), Kaplan (1999), Potts (2005)). Potts aawlaKara (2004) present a sketch of
the analysis of Japanese honorification as an ‘emotive’ comt of expressive meaning (see section
5.1). Emotive meaning is continuous, and incremental,erstnse that the more of it that is presented
by the speaker, the stronger effect (cf. Choe (2004) on “tification strengthening”, rather than
“honorific spreading”). If | call youpig, it would be ruder for me to call yofilthy pig, possibly ruder
if | usefilthy swine and so on. It can easily be seen that a specification like [RW]on lexical items
will not suffice for such examples, which are all rude, butiftedng degrees.

The examples in (3)—(4), from Martin (1992, 637, 298), iiiate the forms of honorification
in Korean, and its incremental nature: (3) is a very honogfieample, which has four markers of
honorification in it (in italics):

3) moksanim-kkeyse ku malssuraul hasi-ess-upni-ta
pastorHON-HON.SUBJthat wordHON)-ACC do-HON-PAST-POL-DECL
‘The pastor said that.

(4) a. coh-un sayngkak-i-pni-ta
goodMOD idea<COP-POL-DECL

b. coh-un sayngkaksipni-ta
goodMOD idea-COP-HON-POL-DECL

c. cohuskn sayngkak-i-pni-ta
goodHON-MOD idea-COP-POL-DECL

d. cohusin sayngkak-isi-pni-ta
goodHON-MOD idea-COP-HON-POL-DECL

‘That’s a good idea you have there.’

In (4), the a example is not honorific; b and c are honorific, drid very honorific. In general,
the more honorific forms are used, the more honorific is thelevegpression. The same holds for
politeness marking. This is the incremental aspect of hbaonarking.

3



Returning to the meaning of emotive terms, their meaningévative in nature, in general. If
instead of calling yopig, | speak to you using non-emotive terms, this does not mesn #m being
deliberately non-rude ([RUDE]Y); it means that | am simply not introducing that emotivergmnent
into my utterance. We feel that honorification has exactiy #ispect of expressive meaning, as Potts
and Kawahara suggest: it is incremental, and it is privati¥ence, while we will viewka-si-ta(‘go-
HON-DECL') as an honorific formka-ta (‘go-DECL") will simply be a form that lacks any expressive
content: it is certainly not an honorific form, but it is egyatertainly not a non-honorific form, any
more than me calling yopersonrather tharpig is an expression of [RUDE].

Honorification also has a performative aspect: simply byrgpit, the speaker means something
and also does something (see Potts (2005, 180)). That is/taheamere act of using an honorific
form is an act of paying respect, just like bowing, loweringeis voice etc. More pointedly, Kaplan
(1999, 27) observes “... if | am correct about parts of laggubeing marked tdisplayrespect ...
then the use of such language, even if thought to be insincerespectful behavigrand should
produce an affective response in its own right”. (See alstnime 12.) In this sense, even Harada’s
‘propositional’ honorifics have a ‘performative’ aspeat.Horean at least, failure to use an honorific
verb with-(u)siwhen the subject is socially superior is typically percdias rude, and it is this social
pressure which strongly favors the use of honorific verbslipaeded of honorifiable subjects; such
examples have the appearance of exhibiting (grammatichjgst-verb agreement.

The paper is organized as follows. In the following sectiwe, present the main expressions of
honorification in Korean. In section 3, we present a rangegiraents against the idea that verbs and
their subjects could match in some specification for a fegd@N. Section 4 introduces further data,
involving non-subject honorific forms. Finally, in sectiBnwe draw together our observations about
what honorific marking really means, and suggest the basifamimal analysis (building directly on
Potts and Kawahara (2004)), of honorification as express®aning.

2. Honorific Forms

In this section we present the ways in which Korean provideshbnorific marking on nouns, and
on verbs. This leads into the discussion in section 3 of theswawhich honorific marking diverges
from normal expectations about subject-verb agreement.

2.1. Honorification on Nouns

Some nouns can take the suffikm, which roughly means ‘honorable person’. Only a certairsstib
of nouns, which we refer to asatusnouns, may host this suffix. For examplg;sa(‘doctor’) may
host-nim, but salam(‘person’) may not. The use ehim means that the speaker recognizes that the
referent of the host noun is socially superior to himsetgh#.

The honorific subject markekkeyses a kind of case marker, which also means that the speaker
recognizes that the referent of the host noun is sociallgopto himself/herself. It usually cooccurs
with honorific marking on the predicate, as (5)a shows.

(5) a. ape-nim-kkeyse mence ka-*(si-)ess-ta
fatherHON-HON.SUBJfirst  go-*(HON-)PAST-DECL
‘Father went first.’

b. ape-nim-i mence ka-(si-)ess-ta
fatherHON-NOM first  go-HON-)PAST-DECL



These examples suggest tHdteysamplies-(u)sibut not vice versa (observed by Yoon (2005)). Lee
and Ramsey (2000) note that the usekldfeysds not usually necessary, and except for very formal
situations, it can add a sense of ‘overdone honorificatidrtiey observe (p.242): “... rather than
thinking of-(u)siand-kkeyseas linked together, it is probably closer to reality to cdesioccurrences
of -(u)si... as compatible with any subject particle akleyseas showing the function of showing
an extreme level of deference on the speaker’s part”. Théidatipn observed by Yoon shows that
the extreme deference marked-kieysedoes not fit well with the lack of deference signalled by verb
not marked by:(u)si.

-kkeysemarks a subject, but only marks one of the subjects in a neikigbject construction (see
Yoon (2005)), and it marks the subject as nominative (sels 86195, 2004, 2006)):

(6) a. cheli-ka ape-nim-kkeyse pwuca-i-*(si)-ta
cheli-NOM fatherHON--kkeyseich-COP-*(HON)-DECL
‘It is Cheli whose father is rich.’

b.  kim-sensayng-nim-kkeyse twulccay atu-nim-i chencairta
kim-teacherHON--kkeysesecond somON-NOM genius€OP-HON-DECL
‘Professor Kim's second son is a genius.’

To a first approximation, only those NPs which are headed lgtassnoun may host the honorific
subject markerkkeyse So whileape-nim-uy soffather’s hand’ is an ‘honorific NP’ (cf. (10)c below)
in one sense, for it can participate in apparent honorifieament with the verb, it cannot host the
honorific subject markeikkeyseand the head nowonitself cannot hostnim (which means ‘*honor-
able person’). There is a distinction between NPs which@gate in apparent honorific agreement
with verbs, and those NPs whose heads can be overtly markexzhasfic by-nim or -kkeyse

However, the distribution ofkkeysds wider than that ofnim. Thewh-pronounnwukwucan host
-kkeyseas shown in (7), but nehim; so *nwukwu-nimis ungrammatical.

) nwukwu-kkeyse i kes-ul kecelha-si-keyss-ni?
who-NOM this thingACC rejectHON-FUT-Q
‘Who will reject this?’

As -kkeysemarks a high degree of deference, an example with just thdaegominative-marked
nwukwu-kais a version of (7) that is respectful enough for most so@#irgs.

Informally, we can say that the conditions in (8) charagethe use ofnim and-kkeysgusing
‘su’ and ‘sp’ for ‘subject’ and ‘speaker’, and for social superiority):

(8) if su> spk,-nim or -kkeysemay be used;

if spk > su,-nim or -kkeyseare not used.

2.2. Subject Honorification on Verbs

-(u)sion a verb is informally characterized as ‘subject honotiiicce. More precisely, it elevates the
social status of a human referent related to the grammatidgéct of the clause, with respect to the
hearer. Hence, while we can find examples where a body-plajectiappears in a clause with a verb

3Specifically, an example wittkkeysebut without-(u)siwould mean that the speaker elevates the subject very hitph wi
respect to the speaker, but not at all with respect to theeheg@ee section 5.2.)



marked by-(u)si, thereby honoring the human individual whose body part wastimned, such a
body-part noun cannot be marked itself by the forms menti@at®ve,-nim or -kkeyse We refer to
the target of(u)si as the ‘maximal human referent’ of the subject.

A very basic fact abou{(u)siindicates why it could not be ‘agreeing’ in some feature Hjmtion
with a noun phrase (typically) marked byim or -kkeyse honorification on the verb does not mean
the same as honorification on a noun phrase. It is clear thatriic marking on a noun phrase
elevates the referent of that phraséative to the speaker However, according to Han (1991), Ihm
et al. (1988) and Lee and Kuno (1995()si means that the maximal human referent of the subject
is socially superiorelative to the hearer. Hence we have these conditions -¢u)si, using ‘hr’ for
‘hearer’:

9) if su> hr, -(u)siis used;
if hr > su,-(u)siis not used.

Naturally, if the su is socially superior to both sp and-fu)siis used, and in canonical conversational
settings, the speaker intends to elevate the target abdkighmhearer and the speaker him/herself.
In particular, if the target is not socially superior to thesaher-(u)siis not used.

However, for a verb marked witk{u)si, the target is the maximal human referent of the subject.
Note that the maximal human referent is not necessarily Whlace subject, and in some cases the
target of honorification is unexpressedn the following examples, all from Sohn (1999), the target
is either part of the subject, or a topic, but not the subjsetfi

(10) a. ce-uy apeci-nun khi-ka khu-si-pni-ta
I-GEN fatherTOP heightNOM big-HON-POL-DECL
‘My father is tall.’

b. apeci-uy somay-ka ccalp-usey-yo
fatherGEN sleeveNOM shortHON-LEVEL
‘The sleeves (e.g., of your shirt) are short, Dad.’

c. apeci-uy koyangi-ka khu-(*si-)ta
fatherGEN catNOM  big-(*HON-)DECL
‘My father’s cat is big.’

We feel that the use o{u)siis related to the topic, as Yun (1991) suggested, but penvapse the

‘topic’ is more who the utterance is relevant to, rather thtittly ‘about’ (see also section 3.2).

2.3. Irregular Forms

The productive pattern for verbal honorification appliegfiorerbs, except for the three which have
irregular subject honorific forms, shown in (11). We provildese forms for completeness’ sake; their
behavior in the honorific system is the same as that of rdguf#tecting verbs.

(11)) a. mek-tav *mek-usi-ta~ capswusi-ta (‘eat’)

4According to Sohn (1999), honorific marking is obligatory foalienable body parts, ideas, health, etc., but optional
for books, houses, business, cars, clothes, money, floe&rs,which may be considered to be under the control of the

target.



b. ca-ta~ *ca-si-ta~ cwumwusi-ta (‘sleep’)
C. iss-ta~ iss-usi-ta~ kyeysi-ta (‘be, exist, have’)

For mek-taandca-ta the honorific form supplants the regular honorific-fa)si. Interestingly, the
verb iss-ta splits: the regulaiss-usi-tameans ‘have{ON)’ while the suppletivekyeysi-tameans
‘be/existHON)’ (see Martin (1992, 319ff.)). The irregular honorific fosnare also morphologically
irregular in that they can be followed by the infinitive-likerb ending-e/a unlike any regular subject
honorific form (see Han (1991), Sells (1995)); the honoriffoimation is encoded as part of the verb
root, as in (12)a:

(12) a. capswusi-e po-(si-)ta
eatHON)-COMP try-(HON-)DECL
‘try eating’
b. (kong-ul) cap-(*usi-)e po-(si-)ta

(ball-ACC) catch-(*HON-)COMP try-(HON-)DECL
‘try catching (a ball)’

A regular verb such asap-tacannot host both the honorific marker and teéa infinitive marker,
glossed here a8OMP, as these two forms compete for the same morphologicaliposit

3. Honorification Is Not Agreement

There are various reasons why even the relation betweenjecsand a verb, with honorification
involved, should not be treated as agreenferne reason was given above in section 2.2: hon-
orific marking on a noun phrase and honorific marking on thé d&r not mean the same thing; if
they agreed in some feature specification, that specifitatiould have to be interpreted (possibly
differently) in each position where the agreement is mahife

Rather than participating in agreement, each honorific form given example provides some
information about the social status of the target relativéhe speaker or the hearer, and there must
be some consistency about how the speaker manages suahnatifor. In this section we present
several arguments to show that there is no plausible sensiiah syntactic feature specifications
play a role in the analysis of honorification. It is also imjanit to note that in contexts which do not
call for deference, as in news reporting or textbook desorip, honorific forms are not used (see
the discussion around example (44)). Yet no other gramaldpcinciples’ are suspended in such
contexts.

3.1. What are the values of an HON feature, and which nouns hasthem?

Continuing to focus on subject honorification, the tradiéibidea is that the subject has some feature
specifications with which the verb agrees. This idea seeraaderlie all syntactic treatments of Ko-
rean subject honorification as agreement, and so such gattrassume specifications like [HON +]
and [HON—] as a starting point.

5The surface form of the first verb in (12)bdap-a due to a regular rule of Korean morpho-phonology.

5Some of our arguments in this section are anticipated intpa@hoe (2004). Honorific marking is also dependent on
the context of use (see section 5.2), which suggests thae# dot have a purely formal syntactic character.

"Volpe (2005) offers a syntactic account of honorificationevein an ‘expressive’ head Exp[Honor] is introduced into
the structure, as many times as necessary to get the rightoaiput. There is no ‘negative’ or ‘absent’ value of thiatigre,



A few nouns in Korean are unspecified morphologically fordvific properties but nevertheless
co-occur with verbs which are both honorific and non-honmgrifis in (13)—(15), including therh-
phrasenwu(kwu)and the null argumeryro:

(13) a. nwu(kwu)-ka o-ass-ni?
whoNOM  comePAST-Q
‘Who came?’

b. nwu(kwu)-ka o-si-ess-ni?
whoNOM  comeHON-PAST-Q
‘Who(HON) came?’

(14) a. ku pang-ey iss-upni-kka?
that roomtOC bePOL-Q
‘Is (someone) in that room?’

b. ku pang-ey kyeysi-pni-kka?
that roomtOC HON.bePOL-Q
‘Is (someoneflON)) in that room?’

Similarly, a negative polarity item likamwutomay appear with either type of verb:

(15) a. amwuto eps-ess-ta
anyone NEG.bePAST-DECL
‘No one was there.

b. amwutoan kyeysi-ess-ta
anyone NEG be HON-PAST-DECL
‘No oneHON) was there.’

In order to generate the correct verb forms, it has to be asduimat there are two versions of
nwu(kwu) amwutq pro, specified as [HON +] or [HON-]. Intuitively, they should truly be un-
specified, as this is part of the point of their lexical meggirand of courseggro has no overt form at
all. Any account which relied on specifying [HON +] versioofthese nouns would be very unnatu-
ral: these would be the only forms in Korean which are hororifithe absence of any morphological
clue.

A second consideration showing how problematic many ptesvessumptions about honorifica-
tion are involves the issue of which nouns could plausiblyrizaked for arHON feature. In section
2.1 we introduced the honorific augmemim, which attaches to nouns of status, or family rela-
tion (e.g.,moksa-nim(‘pastor’) oreme-nim(‘mother’)). However,-nim does not attach to all nouns
which intuitively have some honorific potential. For exampélun-nim‘adult’ is ill-formed, though
there is no semantic or pragmatic reason for this. One pesajfiproach to this would be to specify
elunas [HON—], so thatelun-nimwould involve a conflict oHON values. In turn, this approach
would predict that hwukwu-nim(‘who”) should be acceptable, asvukwuhas a [HON +] variant
(see (13)b above and (27) below). However, there is no famukwu-nim At the other end of the
scaletaythonglyend‘president’) also does not combine withim, even though it clearly refers to a
socially superior individual.

and Volpe proposes that cooccurrence restrictions betaesiject and an honorifically-marked predicate are to leahdl
as cases of ‘semantic selection’. This account shares nrapguies in spirit with our proposals here.



The alternative is to simply list, or otherwise characeiizterms of saliently honorifiable cultural
concepts, the nouns which can hasm; although perhaps unexciting, this approach at least ks th
potential to provide empirical adequacy. With regard torttan point of this section, we find no use
for [HON +] and [HON —] in accounting for the distribution ohim.

Next, we return to the examples in (2), looking carefullytet manifestation of honorific marking
on the subject and on the predicate:

(2) a. sensayng-nim-i ka-si-ess-ta
teacherHON-NOM go-HON-PAST-DECL

b. sensayng-i ka-si-ess-ta
teache™NOM go-HON-PAST-DECL

c. koyangi-ka ka-(*si-)ess-ta
catNOM  go-(*HON-)PAST-DECL

The examples in (15)a and (15)c appear straightforwardhdatis (15)b to be analyzed, in terms of
an agreement mechanism? If it is assumed that the plain sensayndgs [HON +], then (16) cannot
be accounted for:

(16) sensayng-i  ka-ss-ta
teache™NOM go-PAST-DECL

This example is a problem, for gensayngs [HON +], then (16) has a [HON +] subject and a
[HON —] verb, in violation of a putative agreement constraint. Ascdssed by Han (1991), Park
(1992) and Pollard and Sag (1994), (2)b and (16) are unusaah@es, but they are not syntacti-
cally ill-formed?2 They may even be awkward, as the social contexts which waddse them might
deviate from the understood social norms. On the other H@haljs a canonical example.

Nevertheless, there are contexts in which the non-canioexeanples such as (16) may appear, as
illustrated by (17) and (18):

a7 (haksayng-i  ka-Ci anh-ko) sensayng-i  ka-ss-ta
(studentNOM go-COMP NEGCONJ) teache™NOM go-PAST-DECL
‘The student didn't go but the teacher went.’

(18) kim sensayng-i  ka-ss-ta
Kim teacherNOM go-PAST-DECL
‘Teacher Kim (or just: Mr./Mrs. Kim) went.’
(Context: Mr./Mrs./Teacher Kim is one of my colleagues; | amthe same social level
as him/her.)

The correct account of these examples must involve therimenéal nature of honorification: they do
not involve feature clash, which a syntactic agreementwattceould be forced into, but rather they

8n fact, these analyses effectively propose a clash of lifitation values of 1 (yes) and 0 (no) in the contextual
information of the mismatching examples, though Han and aply that this clash can have some informative value.
The points about well-formedness that these authors maata & have been misunderstood in some of the subsequent
literature.



involve unusual combinations of the degrees of expresseidlssuperiority involving the speaker,
hearer, and referent of the subject.

The continuous and incremental nature of honorificatiorvidest from the following examples,
versions of (18), which a rough specification of the contdéxach example shown:

(19) a. kimsensayng-i  ka-si-ess-ta.
Kim teacherNOM go-HON-PAST-DECL
(Context: Teacher Kim is one of my colleagues, and | am bdigbty polite to him/her,
by indicating respect to him/her (primarily) relative tethearer (cf. (18)).)

b. kim sensayng-kkeyse ka-si-ess-ta.
Kim teacherHON.SUBJgo-HON-PAST-DECL
(Context: Teacher Kim is one of my colleagues, and | am beingemespectful towards
him/her than in the previous examples.)

c. kim sensayng-nim-kkeyse  ka-si-ess-ta.
Kim teacherHON-HON.SUBJgoO-HON-PAST-DECL
(This is the most respectful example.)

(19)a may be considered a little strange, but this is nottadiagrammar. In using an example of this
form, | (the speaker) have failed to take the opportunityléwate the teacher with respect to myself
(the speaker), by not usirgimon the subject; yet | have elevated the teacher with respeit (the
hearer), but using(u)si on the verb. Hence such an example requires a context in ithichocially
acceptable for me to consider the teacher on the same leng}saf, yet superior to you, the hearer.

The account sketched here follows the description in Ha@XL%Han also discusses the converse
type of example:

(20) kim sensayng-nim-i 0-ass-e.yo
Kim teacherHON-NOM comePAST-LEVEL
‘Teacher Kim came.’

By using this specific expression, the speaker elevatesutiiect over him/herself, but not over the
hearer. Han observes that this example can be used wherethlesis one of Teacher Kim's students,
and where the hearer is Teacher Kim's father. Hence the stdevates the subject, Teacher Kim,
but cannot elevate the subject over the hearer, over Te&amés father.

The following set of examples involving the noumalssum(the honorific form ofmal (‘word"))
also illustrate the incremental nature of honorific markamgl the different contributions to context
from the subject and the predicate:

(21) a. ku salam-uy malssum-i olh-supni-ta
that persorcEN word(HON)-NOM right-POL-DECL
(Slightly respectful.)

b. ku pwun-uy malssume-i olh-supni-ta
that persorffON)-GEN word(HON)-NOM right-POL-DECL
(More respectful.)

c. ku pwun-uy malssume-i olh-usi-pni-ta
that persorffON)-GEN word(HON)-NOM right-HON-POL-DECL
(Most respectful.)

10



‘What that person said is right.

Speakers may have slightly different intuitions about thprapriateness of the first two examples
here, but they are all grammatical. The first example is i@fdgo the maximal human referent of
the subject only to a slight degree, and the speaker doedevatte that target over the hearer. The
speaker elevates the target more with respect to him/hénsttle b example. And in the ¢ example,
the speaker elevates the target above both him/herselhariterer. Once again, an analysis trading
on [HON +] and [HON—] makes wrong predictions, or simply misses the point: theample is
not a ‘non-honorific’ example, famalssurris an honorific noun, yet the verb is in its [HON form,
andsalamis the ‘non-honorific’ counterpart gdwun The subjects of examples b and c¢ are formally
identical, yet only the verb in ¢ contains the honoifa)si. These examples clearly illustrate the
futility of manipulating formal honorific features; all the examples are honorific, just to different
degrees, and asking about what is agreeing with what is@#k@wrong question.

In summary, there seems to be no consistent way to assigirdesppecifications like [HON +]
and [HON—] to nouns and to verbs, as part of a predictive system of aab#ipy for examples like
those discussed in this subsection.

3.2. Honorification on the copula

Now let us consider again the examples in (4), which invoh&ibject relative clause on a noun
which is the predicate of the copula. The abstract syntatticcture is shown in (4)aAs far as we
are aware, there is a coherent syntactic agreement anafythis examples in (4)b—d.

(4) d.  pro[[t coh-un] sayngkak] i-pni-ta

b. coh-un sayngkak-i-si-pni-ta
goodMOD idea-COP-HON-POL-DECL

Cc. coh-usi-n sayngkak-i-pni-ta
goodHON-MOD idea-COP-POL-DECL

d.  coh-usi-n sayngkak-i-si-pni-ta
goodHON-MOD idea-COP-HON-POL-DECL

‘That’s a good idea you have there.

In examples (4)c—d, the subject cbh-usi-is the trace of the relativized subjeshyngkak which
would not normally be considered to be an honorific noun; lyetgredicate is honorific-marked. In
the matrix clausesayngkakis part of the copular predicate, whose subjeqires This subject has an
implicitly deictic interpretation (English ‘that’), yet may co-occur with-(u)si on the predicate, in
examples (4)b and (4)d. Where are the [HON +] specificatibasthe predicates in (4) are agreeing
with (optionally)? Note that the agreement approach reguihatsayngkakis [HON +] in (4)c, in
order to trigger the appearance-@i)si within the relative clause.

Intuitively, the honored one is the holder or experiencethefidea, which must be given either
directly or in context wheisayngkaks in a non-predicative position, in order to trigger hofioation
on the verb, as in (22), examples referring to an idea due tacilly superior which the speaker
thinks is correct:

11



(22) a.

ape-nim-uy sayngkak-i olh-usi-pni-ta
fatherHON-GEN ideaNOM right-HON-POL-DECL
‘Father’s idea is right.’

ku pwun-uy sayngkak-i olh-usi-pni-ta
that persor{{ON)-GEN ideaNOM right-HON-POL-DECL
‘That personflON)’s idea is right.’

ku sayngkak-i olh-usi-pni-ta
that ideaNOM right-HON-POL-DECL
‘That idea is right.

However, whatever specification we give fayngkak examples (4)b—c are ‘disagreeing’ examples
in the sense that honorification is present on one of the el associated widayngkakyet absent
on the other. And while (4)d is more consistently honorifiarti{4)b—c, there is no sense in which
those examples involve any kind of grammatical violation.

Nouns which are in the same semantic domaisagsmgkakvork similarly, in (4), such asilmwun
‘question’, cicek'point’, kulim‘painting’; other nouns, for exampkamwusitoffice’ or khemphyuthe
‘computer’ cannot easily be used as the predicate of a copat&ed with-(u)si, although there is a
clear intuition that (23)a is more easily contextualizeantii23)b:

(23) a. “?khempyuthe-ka cham coh-usi-ney-yo
computerNOM really goodHON-EVID-LEVEL
‘Your computer is really good (I see).
b. ??yenphil-i  cham coh-usi-ney-yo

pencilNOM really goodHON-EVID-LEVEL
‘“Your pencil is really good (I see).

Other examples show that the connection of the sociallyrsuparget to the copular predicate is
quite tenuous in syntactic terms. (24), from Lee (2006)plves predicates with the honorififu)si
even though their subjects are free relatives formed framn-fmonorific) clauses.

(24)

(25)

nah-un kes-un eme-nim-i-usi-ess-ciman, kil-un kes-u
bearPAST oneTOP motherHON-COP-HON-PAST-but, feedPAST oneTOP
halme-nim-i-usi-ess-ta

grandmotheHON-COP-HON-PAST-DECL

‘The one who bore me is mother, but the one who fed me is gratithno

kunmwu kanung ciyek-un Pusan-ina llsan-i-si-pni-ta
work  possible area@OP Pusan-or llsan-betON-POL-DECL
‘The area/region where (the honored one) might work is Posdisan.’

In (25) the subject/topic is an area where someone may warkilee predicate is ‘Pusan or llsan’,
which is clearly not honored. The honored target is the makimaman referent of the subject, though
it does not seem very plausible (morpho-syntactically} t#aarea where someone may work’ could
itself be a noun phrase marked [HON +].

The example in (26) illustrates a similar point:
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(26) sayksang kyohwan piyong-un kwumayca-nim pwutamgrsita
color exchange costoP buyerHON charge-beHON-POL-DECL
‘The expense for exchange for a different color will be cledr¢p the buyet{ON).’

Note that ‘buyer’ is not even the syntactic topic here, batdly the force of the statement is intended
to be directed to a potential buyer.

3.3. ‘Agreement’, but between the object and subject

Korean has some nouns which come in ‘honorific’ and ‘non-hificd pairs, such adayk ~ cip
(‘house’). A typical example involvingaykis given in (27):

27) tayk-ey-nun nwu-ka  kyeysi-pni-kka?
housedON)-DAT-TOP who-NOM be HON-POL-Q
‘Who is(HON) at the housé{ON)?’

In this example, the subject is honored due to the specifit foreysi-of the verb ‘be’, andayk
(‘housedON)’) is most naturally interpreted as the house of the hedfiemce the example means
‘Who (honorable) is at your (honorable) house?’. Due todh@®perties of its meaning, it is quite
straightforward to ustaykin an example where the subject is not honored:

(28) a. sensayng-nim tayk-ey-nun nwu-ka  ka-ss-ni?
teacheHON houseON)-DAT-TOPwho-NOM go-PAST-Q
‘Who went to the teacher’s house?’

b. swuni-ka sensayng-nim tayk-ul pangmwunhay-ss-upairkk
SooniNOM teacheHON houseON)-ACC visit-PAST-POL-Q
‘Did Sooni visit your (the teacher’s) house?’

Here there is ne(u)si on the verb in these examples, as the subject is not hontargddneed not be
involved in honoring the subject.

However, in some cases it is possible for such a noun to hbwosubject even when the honori-
fying noun is not the subject itself. The nooral means ‘language’, and with the vena-ta(‘do’), it
means ‘speak’mal has an honorific varianmalssumand so (29)b is the honorific variant of (29)a.

(29) a. etten salam-i mal-ul hay-ss-ni?
which personNOM word-ACC do-PAST-Q
‘Which person spoke?’

b. etten pwun-i malssum-ul ha-si-ess-ni?
which persornfilON)-NOM word(HON)-ACC do-HON-PAST-Q

In (29)b,-(u)sion the verb might be triggered solely by the honorable subyéb the honorific noun
pwun Howevermalssurmhere is not providing some general ‘social elevation’ wittiie example in
the way we saw above witlayk, but is itself also providing honorification for the subjedte can see
this by comparing the b and ¢ examples in (30):

(30) a. nwu-ka mal-ul hay-ss-ni?

who-NOM word-ACC do-PAST-Q
‘Who spoke?’
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b. nwu-ka  malssum-ul ha-si-ess-ni?
who-NOM word(HON)-ACC do-HON-PAST-Q

c. ?nwu-ka malssum-ul hay-ss-ni?
who-NOM word(HON)-ACC do-PAST-Q

d. ??nwu-ka mal-ul ha-si-ess-ni?
who-NOM word-ACC do-HON-PAST-Q

Functioning as the object dfa-ta malssurhas to honor the subject, as we see reflected in the need
for -(u)sion the verb (b vs. c).

While there is a certain kind of ‘agreement’ betwaralssumandha-si, note that it is not ‘hon-
orific agreement’ between the verb and object ffwalssumis not honored), but rather ‘honorific
subject agreement’ (between verb and object). In other syandlssumhonors the subject of the
clause, andha-si- does too; and looking at the actual forms in (30)b, there itheory-independent
sense in whiclmwu has any honorific specification at all. In other words, (3@)k subject honorific
example in which only the non-subjects express this inféiona

In an agreement-based account, there is no straightforwaydo account for how an object can
honor the subject, as the object and subject have no agréeetaionship with each other. On the
other hand, if we allow lexical items (or perhaps phrasespgzxify properties of the clause in which
they appear, themalssumandha-si- introduce the same specification: (roughly,) the subjed¢hef
clause is honored. This would allow us to say thatuis simply unspecified in (30), as its form
suggests, andwuis grammatical in such an example as it introduces no caotaag information.

4. Non-Subject Honorification

Non-subject honorification forms are used in cases wheretbet is referred to by a non-subject, and
the target is socially superior to the speaker or the subjetie clause. Harada (1976) introduced the
term ‘object honorification’ in a preliminary study of thegriomenon; Kuno (1987) introduced the
more accurate term non-subject honorification. Japanesa tmaich wider system of non-subject hon-
orification than Korean, subject to a variety of pragmatinditions (see especially Hamano (1993),
Mori (1993) and Matsumoto (1997)).

One way to mark non-subject honorification in Korean is whid postpositionskkeyand-kkeyse
which mark dative or oblique arguments as socially supérids with the other markers which are
hosted by nouns, they elevate the referent of the host noemtlog speaker (see the examples below).

There are only a few non-subject honorific verb forms in modéorean, and all are synchroni-
cally irregular. The complete listis in (31):

(31) a. cwu-tav tuli-ta (‘give’)
(historically tuli-ta is the causative al-I- (‘hold up’))

b. teyli-ta~ mosi-ta (‘accompany”)
C. po-ta~ poyp-ta (‘see’)

d. alli-ta (‘cause to know’)~ aloy-ta (‘inform’)

9_kkeysecan mark both honorific subjects and honorific non-subjeses €.g., Martin (1992)).
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e. mwut-ta~ yeccwu-ta (‘ask’)

As can be inferred from the meanings of these verbs, somiiwety honor the direct object, and
some the indirect object. Althoughli-ta historically has the meaning of ‘give to a superior’, Martin
(1992) suggests treating all these ‘honorific’ forms as Himglforms in actuality (‘humilifics’).

In Japanese, the robust system of non-subject honorificéioot restricted to targets of direct
or indirect objects, and is often analyzed as ‘lowering’ lod social status of the subject relative to
the target, namely, humilification (see Martin (1975), K{h687), Sohn (1999), Ihm et al. (1988)).
Korean non-subject honorification makes more sense wheredias ‘humilification’ of the subject,
lowering the status of the subject, and possibly the speeaddative to the non-subject. The fact that
hearer is not implicated in the meaning of non-subject hifination forms would follow if these are
humbling or deferential forms, for the speaker would nonmalty lower the status of the hearer.

The examples in this section use the first two pairs of verti81n to illustrate the use of non-
subject honorification forms, marked witSH in the glosses. Kuno and Kim (1985) observe that
exactly which argument is the trigger is not fully deternarfer tuli-ta, as the examples in (32)—(33)
show0

(32) a. na-nun i-sensayng-nim-kkey kanhowen-ul teyli-et@wu-ess-ta
I-TOP Lee-teacheHON-HON.DAT nurseACC take-COMP give-PAST-DECL
‘| took a nurse to teacher Lee (for the nurse’s benefit).’

b.  na-nun i-sensayng-nim-kkey kanhowen-ul teyli-eta -égb-ta
I-TOP Lee-teacheHON-HON.DAT nurseACC take-COMP give(NSH)-PAST-DECL
‘| took a nurse to teacher Lee (for teacher Lee’s benefit).’

In (32)a, the non-honorific lower verb means that the nurdbdsone accompanied. The reasoning
is as follows: ‘Teacher Lee’ cannot be understood as the @dale non-honorificwu-tg so it must
be understood as the goaltef/li-ta, and in that case, the goal/beneficiarycefu-tais understood as
the nurse. In (32)b, the non-subject honorification materbvndicates that its goal/beneficiary is an
honorable one, namely ‘Teacher Lee’. The humilific meanihwib-ta has the effect that the subject
(‘") deferentially lowers him/herself with respect Teach_ee.

In the following examples, the embedded predicate is issekbn-subject honorification form:

(33) a. na-nun kanhowen-eykey i-sensayng-nim-ul mosi-eta  cwu-ess-ta
I-TOP nursebAT Lee-teacheHON-ACC take(NSH)-COMP give-PAST-DECL
‘| took teacher Lee to the nurse (for the nurse’s benefit).’

b.  na-nun kanhowen-eykey i-sensayng-nim-ul mosi-eta
I-TOP nursebAT Lee-teacheHON-ACC take(NSH)-COMP
tuli-ess-ta
give(NSH)-PAST-DECL
‘| took teacher Lee to the nurse (for teacher Lee’s benefit).

%The indeterminacy of the non-subject honorification taiged problem for accounts of non-subject honorification
which treat it as a kind of syntactic agreement. Comparahta dxists in Japanese, a problem acknowledged in Boeckx
and Niinuma (2004, 456-7); see also Bobaljik and YatsuqRi006).
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C. na-nun i-sensayng-nim-kkey uysa-sensayng-nim-ul  +@tasi
I-TOP Lee-teacheHON-HON.DAT doctor-teacheHON-ACC take(NSH)-COMP
tuli-ess-ta
give(NSH)-PAST-DECL
‘| took the doctor to teacher Lee (for the teacher’'s OR theatxbenefit).’

In (33)a—b, the honorable one with respect to the embeddstigate is ‘Teacher Lee’, and the bene-
ficiary of the matrix predicate is determined as in (32). I18)€3 the two honorable arguments may be
targeted, each by one of the predicates, or ‘the doctor’ neayriglerstood to be the one targeted by
both.

In some cases, the honored argument in the matrix clausdljsapparently controlling an ar-
gument in the embedded clause. (34)a with two embeddingsvéhe matrix verltuli-ta and the
causative intermediate veHay. The overt argumerkim-sensayngnim-us the causee argument of
hay, controlling the null subject of most embedded vé&ebsi-key However, the null dative argu-
ment of the matrixuli-ta is also understood as coreferential with this argumentstifueturally lower
kim-sensayngnim-ul

(34) a. na-nun kim-sensayng-nim-ul yek-ey ka-si-key hay
I-TOP Kim-teachermHON-ACC stationDAT go-HON-COMP do.COMP
tuli-ess-ta

give(NSH)-PAST-DECL
‘| let Teacher Kim go to the station.’

b.  na-nun kim-sensayng-nim-kkeyse  yek-ey ka-si-key hay
I-TOP Kim-teacherHON-HON.SUBJstationbAT go-HON-COMP do.COMP
tuli-ess-ta

give(NSH)-PAST-DECL
‘| let Teacher Kim go to the station.’

In (34)b,kim-sensayngnim-kkeyseapparently the subject &&-si-key the most embedded predicate.
We can see this due to (35), where the only honorific predisatee lowest one:

(35) na-nun kim-kyoswu-nim-kkeyse hakhoy-ey ka-si-key y ha
I-TOP Kim-professorHON-HON.DAT conferenceBAT go-HON-COMP do.COMP
cwu-ess-ta
give-PAST-DECL

‘I made/let Professor Kim go to the conference (for Petegisdiit/sake).’

This example can be used in the following slightly convaluteit reasonable context: Peter wants
Professor Kim to come to a conference that he is organizordhd thinks that Professor Kim would be
a good commentator. However, he is not sure if he can perdadessor Kim to come. The speaker
is Professor Kim's research assistant, who is a good fridriéleter's. Knowing this situation, the
assistant (‘') wanted to help Peter, and managed to peesBagfessor Kim to go to the conference.
In this example, there is only honorification, and no hunaiifion.

We have included this section for two reasons: for the sakewipleteness, setting out the range
of data than any account of Korean honorification should bHe #baddress; and to illustrate the
interaction of the systems of honorification and humilificat In the following section, we lay out
some basic properties that an adequate analysis must have.
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5. Towards An Analysis

5.1. The Meaning of Honorification

Alongside regular compositional meaning, Potts (2005) esak case for expressive meaning, and
suggests that honorifics fall into this category. Expressineaning is an emotive aspect of meaning,
paralleling but separate from regular propositional megniFor instance, imagine the following
examples spoken by a Cockney-speaking attendant workirenfapper-class lady:

(36) a. She sat down.
b.  Her ladyship sat down.
c.  Her ladyship’s only gone and sat down!

d. Herladyship’s only gone and parked her bum!

These examples all have the propositional content of (3apther examples have extra expressive
dimensions of meaning, at least involving the speakernsud# towards the subject, the (un)expected-
ness of the sitting act.

Using the notion of expressive meaning, Potts and Kawal2@4) develop an analysis of one
type of Japanese honorific, the verbal foorV-ni nary roughly corresponding te(u)siin Korean.
They show how expressive meaning differs from propositiom@eaning — for instance, in (37), the
honorific part of the meaning cannot be under the scope oftioagavhile other parts of the proposi-
tional meaning are:

(37) a. amwu sensayng-nim-to anc-ci anh-usi-ess-ta
any teacheHON-even sit.down=OMP NEGHON-PAST-DECL
‘No teachers (who | honor) sat down.

b. #ku papo-ka anc-ci anh-usi-ess-ta
that foolNOM sit.downCOMP NEGHON-PAST-DECL
(int.) ‘That fool (who | do not honor) sat down.’

In the first example, the fact that teachers are honored isegdted, even though negation appears
to scope semantically over the subject, which is a negatiarity item. anh-usi-can never mean ‘is
not honored’, as the unacceptability of the second exantjes. This Korean form can only mean
‘honorable one does not ...". (37)b is of course acceptalileowt the honorific marketusi-.

The two key aspects of expressive meaning are its separftion propositional meaning, as
just described, and its continuous and incremental natupeoperty which has been featured in our
discussion throughout the paper.

In the system developed by Potts, regular meanings (ergndiwiduals) are drawn from a domain
e, while expressive meanings are drawn from a separate dameggular meanings might be things
like the individual ‘Teacher Kim’ or the set of people whoddwn, while expressive meanings might
have emotive contents like ‘the speaker shows deferenca todividual i’ or ‘the speaker judges
that sitting down was extremely unexpected’. Potts dewelpype theory for meaning types in
which expressive meanings can be the outputs of functigpalst their information can be added (as
constraints on context), but that is all:

(38) a. eandt are regular types.
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b. eisan expressive type.

c. If o andr are regular typesg, 7) is a regular type.
d. If oisaregulartype(o,¢) is a regular type.

e. Nothing else is a type.

In this way, expressive meanings do not interact with the@sdional meanings, and can only be
added (their privative nature).

As a kind of expressive meaning, honorific meaning is infdromaabout context, in particular,
the social setting of an utterance, and is explicitly tréads contextual information in Han (1991),
Park (1992) and Pollard and Sag (1994). Potts and Kawah@é#2ssume a contextual parameter
for honorification,C; ., in addition to the usual contextual parameters of spedearer, location,
etc. Every context requires a specification of at least smedlearer, location, and time of utterance.
Potts and Kawahara propose an extra requirement, to thet #ife contexts are only well-defined if
they have the requisite honorification information; theaimcondition is given in (39):

(39) A context is admissible only 5, (a subset ofD.) contains exactly one triple Rb
(from D.) for every contextually salierit € D.. (Potts and Kawahara (2004, (22)))

The tripleaRb expresses a numerical relation between the speaked the targeb, whereb is a
contextually salient person fromld., the domain of entities. A& is numerical, it is potentially con-
tinuously variable. These triples themselves are drawm ffg, the domain of expressive meanings,
built up alongside the regular propositional meaning asrileed briefly above. For example G, o
containsa0b; andalbs, this could represent a situation where the spealdwes not honob, at all
but honors, to a significant degree, whebg andb, are individuals referred to in the utterance.

Let us look at a more concrete example:

(40) ku pwun-i ka-si-ess-upni-ta
that persorffON)-NOM go-HON-PAST-POL-DECL

Assume that the speakerdsthe hearer i%, t is a time, and that ‘that person’ picks out individdal
Then (40) has the meaning components in (41):

(41) a. Propositional meaningo(t)(i) A t<now
intuitively: “i goes at t and t is before now”

b.  Expressive meaning: defined for a context C only//if,, containss1h andsl1:
intuitively: “the speaker honors the hearer and the speatweors i”

The Potts and Kawahara approach could provide the basisféomel treatment of Korean hon-
orification, though the honorific information must repreégée social status of the target relative to the
speaker and also relative to the hearer, and these may beediff Additionally, there must be some
way of representing both honorification and humilificatiafich might suggest that individuals must
be differentially situated with respect to some sort of abbaseline.

While Potts and Kawahara discuss ‘honorification’ and “datnorification’, it seems to us that
these are rather different phenomena, and we do not feethbet is any negative aspect to (the
absence of) honorification. In other words, the numBeabove would only have positive values,
determined by any of the honorific forms we have discussedl (see the following subsection). In an
utterance without any honorific form, the speaker has intced no expressive meaning, and therefore
may have failed to take an opportunity to honor a target torwkeference should be due.
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5.2. Quantified Subjects

This section needs to be completed.

One expectation of the expressive meaning approach asopgedeby Potts and Kawahara is that
quantification and honorification should not interact. Hegrethis expectation is not met; in addition
to the examples in (15), repeated here, other examples wéthtijication of the target can be found:

(15) a. amwuto eps-ess-ta
anyone NEG.bePAST-DECL
‘No one was there.

b. amwutoan kyeysi-ess-ta
anyone NEG be HON-PAST-DECL
‘No oneHON) was there.’

(42) a. onul myech pwun-ina o-si-pni-kka?
today how.many persoHON)-PRT comeHON-POL-Q
‘How many people will come today?’ (Martin (1992, 760))

b.  kyoswu-nim-tul-cwung myech  pwun-i caki haksayng-man
professomON-PLU-among how.many persdf®©ON)-NOM self student-only
chwuchenha-si-ess-ni?
recommenddON-PAST-Q
‘How many professors recommended only their own students?’

c. etten pwun-tul-i caki kacok-man chotayha-si-ess-ni?
which persorfilON)-PLU-NOM self family-only inviteHON-PAST-Q
‘Which people invited only their families?’

The last two examples are chosen to show that a quantifiedwishich is the target of honorification
is quantifying over individuals, for it binds a pronoun asagi&ble.

5.3. The Use of Honorification

Above, we have presented facts which we summarize in (48grding the forms which indicate
some kind of honorification in Korean. In this subsection wdrass in a little more detail what the
meanings of the honorific forms are, and how they are used.

(43) a. The use of an NP-internal honorific marker recognibessuperior social status of the
referent of the noun host of the marker (the target) in retetd the speaker, by elevating
the target.

b.  The use of a subject-honorific verb recognizes the supsgoidal status of the maximal
human referent of the subject (the target) in relation tdarer, by elevating the target.

c. The use of a non-subject-honorific verb recognizes thergupsocial status of the refer-
ent of the noun host of the marker (the target) in relatiormeoreferent of the subject, by
lowering the referent of the subject relative to the target.
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As noted in the introduction, the use of honorifics is perfatige, in the sense that using them is
precisely the required social expression of deferéhc&he use of honorifics is also dependent on
the speech context: it is conditioned by normal interastionwhich social conventions dictate that
deference is due. For this reason, honorifics are not usetliatisns of textbook description or pure

news reporting, even though these certainly involve laggussed in relatively formal settings (e.qg.,
(44), noted by Ihm et al. (1988, 201)), or, for example, in discourse of student demonstrations
(noted by Lee and Ramsey (2000, 240)).

(44) taythonglyeng-i mikwuk-ul pangmwun ha-ta
presidentNOM U.S.ACC visit do-DECL
‘The president visits the U.S.

These observations suggest that there is a kind of polggprasciple for social interaction (regu-
lating culturally appropriate behaviots:

(45) You must acknowledge the superior social status of anyextually salient person.

This is interpreted in the same fashion as Grice’s maximsoaersation: if the hearer recognizes
that the speaker could have used an honorific form and didhmhearer draws some inferences from
that fact (in a normal context, that the speaker is beinddgditely non-deferential for some reason).
Although honorification may usually be related to a certairel of formality, this is again driven

by on conditions of appropriate use. Lee and Ramsey (200@)that the use of honorification can
sometimes allow the speaker to empathize with the heardrgefand Kuno (1995)), thereby making
an utterance more ‘familiar’. For example, normally a childuld use an honorific form to his/her
father, while a third-party adult might not use an honorificf when talking about the father. Hence,
an adult who is socially superior to a child’s father mighk é§$6)a to that child. Alternatively, the
adult could use (46)b, taking the perspective that the dhitdherself would take:

(46) a. apeci encey 0-ni?
father when come-Q
To the child: ‘When will your father come?’

b. apeci encey o-si-ni?
father when cométON-Q
To the child: ‘When will your father (as you view him) come?’

In fact, (46)b might be the more common expression, as pdhieotocial process of having the child
learn the correct forms of usage.

There are some circumstances when true over-use of hoatioficis apparent, and this too is
interpreted in a Gricean fashion — if the hearer perceivemiific forms that do not match the social
situation, the hearer will infer some kind of irony or deliate use of over-‘flowery’ language.

It is a matter of knowing Korean, to know which nouns are useddrgets which should receive
honor, and to know which social situations call for such esagouns such asoksa(‘pastor’) and
sensayndteacher’ reflect a certain social standing, as do kinskimselike ape-ci(‘father’) within
the family context; nouns such asnnim(‘guest’) andkokayk(‘customer’) refer to individuals in

Upotts and Kawahara (2004) consider the use of honorifics soseeondary speech act.
12Cf. Kaplan (1999, 28), quoted in Potts (2005, 180) “... initidd to the desire to baeldin respect, people desire to
be paid respect, and honorifics can be the coin of that payment”.
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service contexts, to which the social norms of Korean déctatme honorification or politeness. On
the other hand, a noun likdun (‘adult’) reflects no social status whatsoever, and henaalikely to
be used in contexts which require honorification to be exaes

As we have described above, any marker on a noun suafiras-kkeyor -kkeysandicates that
the referent of the host noun is recognized by the speakarcgalg superior to the speakekkeyse
imparts a high degree of social elevation to the target. lildibe a reasonable approach to rule out
forms like *elun-nim(*honorable adult’) by makingnim a multiplier of the degree of relative social
status (the value ol above); only nouns which indicate some social status cdeéd have their
referents participate in relative social status. This walso explain why iwukwu-nintwho(HON)’
is bad, even thoughwukwumay host-kkeyseand/or appear with a verb marked wifo)si. Alterna-
tively, it could be thatnim presupposes that its N host refers to a person of sociabstia¢u thatR
is constrained to have a positive value).

The marker-(u)si on a verb has a slightly different meaning: it makes the itither of social
superiority with regard to the maximal human referent ofgtibject, in relation to the hearer. Hence,
using -kkeyseon the subject but failing to us€u)si on the verb (see the examples in (5), repeated
here) means that the speaker elevates the target high almafreetself, but fails to elevate the target
with respect to the hearer, a situation that is difficult taemive within the usual social settings in
Korean.

(5) a. ape-nim-kkeyse mence ka-*(si-)ess-ta
fatherHON-HON.SUBJfirst  go-*(HON-)PAST-DECL
‘Father went first.’

b. ape-nim-i mence ka-(si-)ess-ta
fatherHON-NOM first  go-HON-)PAST-DECL

The rather flexible use ofu)siis presumably related to the fact that it shows deferencédo t
target as the ‘topic’ of the clause — not so much the one whalthese ‘is about’ as who the clause is
relevant to. This seems particularly apparent in examjiteg25) and (26), repeated here:

(25) kunmwu kanung ciyek-un Pusan-ina llsan-i-si-pni-ta
work  possible area@OP Pusan-or llsan-betON-POL-DECL
‘The area/region where (the honored one) might work is Posdisan.’

(26) sayksang kyohwan piyong-un kwumayca-nim pwutamgrsita
color exchange costoP buyerHON charge-beHON-POL-DECL
‘The expense for exchange for a different color will be cledr¢p the buyet{ON).’

This flexibility of -(u)si extends to examples like those in (47), from Kim-Renaud (2607):

(47) a. mian-ha-stiman, ...
sorry-doHON-but, ...
‘l am sorry, but ... * (ordinary conversation)

b.  kkok philyoha-sin  kes-ul CwWu-si-ese kamsaha-pni-ta
just needHON-MOD thing-ACC give-HON-CONJthankPOL-DECL
‘Thank you for giving me just what | need.” (receving a gifbfin a teacher)
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These are real examples in which the ‘subject honorificatam (underlined) is used —typically in a
grammatically embedded environment —to indicate poldgsne the hearer (the grammatical subject is
first-person, and cannot be the target of honorification)Kiig-Renaud notes, there is an interesting
guestion as to whether such examples really involve ‘€trorgather whether they are symptomatic
of an extension by the speaker of the use(afsi, in an attempt to respond to the presence of a
person of high social standing. We feel that such examplgsstithe idea that the linguistic basis of
honorification is its function as expressive meaning, frohicly more strictly grammatical properties
such as agreement may be apparent, but only in a restrichsetsof the data.

6. Conclusion

In conclusion, we have argued that the expressive dimerditiie meaning of honorification leads
to the conclusion that it should be treated as a privativggmnty, not one with positive and negative
values. We have also argued that the nature of honorificatoa subject differs from the nature of
honorification on a predicate. A deeper and more preciseuatad honorification is still needed,

but we feel that the considerations we have focussed on hexre that little insight could possibly

be gained by any attempt to assimilate the distribution efohific forms in a clause to purely formal

agreement patterns. Rather, future research should doatseon the contextual information intro-
duced by each honorific form, and on how these constributoigsup incrementally to some overall
honorific ‘value’ for a given example. As we noted above, iditidn to honorification, the analytic

system must be extended to encompass ‘humilification’, whicclearly found in both Korean and
Japanese. Additionally, a broader analysis would extendnti-honorifics’ (see Choe (2004), Potts
and Kawahara (2004)), though it is not clear to us that theseeally expressing a negative kind of
honorification, rather than a different dimension of expives meaning.
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